US-91-IM 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 8 MARCH 1991 


PRESENT: _ Dr. P. Kenniff (Chair); Dr. R. Sheinin; Dr. C. Giguere; Me B. Gaudet; Dr. 
J. Lightstone; Dr. S. McEvenue; Dean C.L. Bertrand; Prof. T. 
Arbuckle-Maag; Prof. W. Knitter; Prof. M. Brian; Prof. K. E. Waters; 
Prof. A. Newell; Mr. K. Lowther; Prof. T. Stathopoulos; Prof. F.D. 
Hamblin; Prof. P.D. Ziogas; Prof. A . B. Doyle; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; 
Ms. T. L. Powell; Mr. 1. St-Maurice; Mr. D. Schwalb; Mr. J. Serruya; 
Prof. M. Catry-Verron; Prof. A. Jalilvand; Prof. V.H. Kirpalani; Prof. M. 
Stelcner; Mr. B. Smart; Ms. I. Sendek; Dean R. Parker; Prof. B. MacKay; 
Prof. J. McAuley; Prof. K.J. Raudsepp; Ms. T. Taylor; Prof. C. White. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. M. Cohen; Acting Dean C. Ross; Ms. K. Cox; 
Dean MLE. Szabo. 
Call to Order 
91-1-1 The meeting was called to order at 2:15 pm. 
Approval of Agenda 
91-1-2 The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


91-1-3 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING 
OF 7 DECEMBER 1990 BE APPROVED. 
A correction to the word "Senate" at line 4, page 20, was noted. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


91-1-4 In his opening remarks, Dr. Kenniff reminded members that this was 
International Women's Day. He also commented on a meeting which the 
Conference of Rectors had held with the Minister of Higher Education and 
Science on 1 March 1991 on the subject of the current state of discussions 
with respect to operating grants to universities for the 1991-92 financial 
year, the detailed estimates of which were expected to be tabled in the 
National Assembly by the end of the month; and on a modest lobbying 
campaign, particularly with respect to the President of the Treasury Board 
and the. Premier, which was being undertaken by the Conference of 
Rectors to ensure that the universities’ position was well known, well 
understood, and given favorable consideration. In addition, he reported on 
the semi-annual meeting of AUCC which was held in Edmonton, Alberta on 
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5, 6, and 7 March 1991, the theme of which was equality and human rights 
on campus, and the related issues which were discussed during the plenary 
sessions, workshops, etc., including the role and promotion of women, 
native people, visible minorities, disabled people, etc. , in the university 
system; and the quality of human relations on campus particularly with 
respect to promotion of tolerance and civility among the university 
community. He also drew members' attention to the Notice from Me B. 
Gaudet, Secretary-General, which had been circulated to the Concordia 
University community concerning recent amendments to Bill 65 - The 
"Access to Information Act". 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Giguere, Vice-Rector, Services, announced that the University had 
signed a 1.3 million dollar contract with Ascenseurs RE-NO for the 
complete overhaul and renovation of the escalator system in the Hall 
Building. He also reported that funds have been allocated by the Québec 
Government to re-do the elevators in the Hall Building and that the 
University was now proceeding to call for tenders in connection with that 
project. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of a computerized 
access facility in the downtown Library Building along the lines of the 
system in Use at McGill University, Dr. Giguére advised that as part of the 
overall Management Information System, I million dollars has been 
allocated for the creation of a Library Information System; and that a 
recommendation with respect to the specifications of that system was 
expected in May 1991. 


Responding to a question with respect to an issue which had been raised 
previously at Senate, Me Gaudet, Secretary-General, advised that a new 
Purchasing Policy has been officially adopted, and that copies of the Policy 
were circulated to all academic and administrative units in the University, 
along with several other policies, about 3 weeks ago. 


Concerning the report entitled "Draft: Developing a Strategic Space Plan" 
which was published in yesterday's Thursday Report, it was wondered 
whether references to the various University units in the report were to be 
considered as examples; and what the deadline date was for submissions or 
reactions from individuals or groups vis-a-vis the report. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Giguére advised that the example or scenario 
outlined in the report absolutely was not cast in stone, and that rather, what 
was intended for discussion and debate were the principles suggested with 
respect to the development of a space plan; and that anyone wishing to make 
a submission, should attempt to do so by the end of March 1991. Also, 
with respect to the announced general consultation sessions, he advised that 
he personally had not selected the times assigned, and that the schedule 
probably had been influenced by the availability of appropriate rooms, etc.; 


and that there have been indications that other consultation sessions also 
might be scheduled. 


In response to a question concerning possible Senate input with respect to 
space re-allocation, Dr. Kenniff explained that what was published in the 
Thursday Report was a draft discussion document; that as had been 
mentioned earlier, the object of this particular exercise was to identify, from 
an academic perspective, the principles that should guide the kinds of 
decisions that Concordia University was going to have to make over the 
course of the next 5 years with respect to the organization of space; and that 
any comments that have been made to the effect that the University, directly 
or indirectly, publicly or in an occult fashion, had made a decision about the 
allocation of space, simply were untrue. In terms of the normal process with 
respect to the allocation of space, eg., departmental moves, etc., he advised 
that these were not the kinds of decisions that normally were within the 
purview of Senate; that at the same time, however, a document such as the 
one under discussion, or a report which tried to identify academic principles 
upon which space allocations could be made, as a general rule, could have 
academic implications which would be within the proper purview of Senate; 
and that Senate might wish to examine that dimension of the report exactly 
in the way that it has examined the academic implications of the annual 
Operating Budgets for the last 5 or 6 years. 


A concern was expressed with respect to the fact that item V on the Senate 
Agenda specifically did not include reports from Vice-Rectors' Offices, etc.; 
and it was wondered whether this was an oversight, or whether Vice- 
Rectors and Associate Vice-Rectors were required to report to Senate, 
whether this was a custom or a requirement, or whether it was a fact that 
such Officers, once appointed by the Board of Governors, had no 
obligation whatsoever to report to Senate. The feeling was also expressed 
that while the Rector, the Vice-Rectors and the Associate Vice-Rectors had 
every right to set up committees, to appoint members to those committees, 
and to conduct committee deliberations in secret, Senate should know about 
their existence; that an announcement should be made at Senate by a 
Vice-Rector or an Associate Vice-Rector, with respect to the establishment 
of such committees; and that consideration should be given at some point to 
the possibility of seriously looking at the powers and authority of Senate. 
Again, it was wondered whether there was an obligation on the part of the 
Offices concerned to report to Senate, and why such Offices are not 
included in the list of bodies which appear on the Senate Agenda under item 
V. 


Dr. Kenniff, in responding to the above, advised that the Vice-Rectors play 
an important role at Senate; that the Vice-Rector, Academic, was a full 
member of Senate and the Vice-Chair of this body; that the other two Vice- 
Rectors participate in meetings, and were non-voting members of Senate; 
and that that was the approach that was adopted by this body when the 
structural reform of Senate occurred 5 years ago. He further advised that 
there was a consistent attempt to offer the opportunity to bodies that did not 
necessarily report to Senate to provide us with reports as they saw fit; that 
reports from the Vice-Rectors were given under the sub-heading "Other" 


because Senate has not required of the Vice-Rectors that they report on what 
they do, nor do the Vice-Rectors answer to this body with respect to what 
they do on a day-to-day basis in terms of administration; that also, it must 
be kept in mind that Senate was a legislative body which legislates with 
respect to academic programmes, and that it also studies and recommends to 
the Board of Governors with respect to matters within the jurisdiction of the 
Board where there were academic implications; that while it might be 
appropriate to invite the Vice-Rectors to make regular reports to Senate on 
major areas of interest to them, it would be a different matter to require them 
to indicate the committees which they had working on dossiers which 
eventually would be presented to the community, particularly where there 
was no need or requirement that such committees be representative bodies; 
that the situation with respect to committees that report to Senate, many of 
which were chaired by Vice-Rectors, was a different matter again, eg. , 
problems and complaints in the services sector which are referred to the 
Academic Services Committee, which was chaired by the Vice-Rector, 
Services, frequently lead to proposals for legislation which come before 
Senate; and that although there was not an absence of relationship between 
Senate and what the Vice-Rectors do in terms of their operations, such 
relationships, in fact, functioned through channels that were appropriate to a 
legislative body such as Senate. In addition, he agreed that the Steering 
Committee perhaps should consider the issue as to whether the Vice- 
Rectors, etc. , should be requested to report or announce the establishment 
of committees whose existence was deemed or judged to be of interest to 
Senate. Responding to references to charges of secrecy, Dr. Kenniff 
emphasized that there was no desire on the part of the administration to be 
secretive, and that the procedure now being followed with respect to the 
space planning issue clearly demonstrated that the administration was 
prepared to discuss fully the principles enunciated in the document in 
question, and to assess its implications with the University community. He 
further suggested that such terms as "secretive", etc., were abusive, 
particularly in a situation where the body concerned precisely was not 
intended to receive representations from the University community or to 
carry out statistical surveys, but merely to provide the University 
community with a document which would feed discussion of the principles 
involved, which was an entirely appropriate procedure. 


Responding to a question concerning an article which had appeared in this 
morning's edition of The Gazette, Dr. Kenniff stated that his recollection of 
the article was that it had expressed the same sort of concerns about 
decisions being made by the University which he felt had already been 
answered both by Dr. MacKenzie in the Thursday Report and by himself at 
today's meeting. 


During continuing discussion, concern was expressed over the absence of 
data relating to the number of students who might be gained or lost as a 
result of the movement of departments from one campus to the other, and 
particularly with respect to part-time students who, it was argued, in some 
instances would find the quality of their educational experience, and indeed 
even the possibility of being able to continue their educational experience, 
seriously jeopardized; and a plea was made that data with respect to those 


movements and how part-time students would be affected, be collected and 
looked at before any reallocation of space was finalized. 


In responding to the above, Dr. Kenniff stated that he understood fully the 
concern that was being voiced, and also that the University had to be 
sensitive to the realities of the two-campus situation. At the same time, 
however, he explained that the reason that the data referred to had not been 
gathered was because the Strategic Space Planning Committee was doing 
precisely what he had described a few minutes earlier, and which had been 
interpreted by others as doing something else, ie., the Committee was 
putting together a draft document with respect to the principles that might be 
considered as governing the allocation of space in the University; and that 
the dilemma which the Committee appeared to have had to face was the 
difficulty with respect to understanding the principles that were being set out 
if examples were not provided. He also advised that one of the constraints 
within which the University had to operate was with respect to the space 
norms established by the Government upon which the grants to the 
University were allocated; that if the University wished to have more space, 
it could do so, but it would have to pay for such additional space out of 
other funds; and that consequently, the University, in general, attempted to 
remain within the Government norms. Again, he reiterated that the purpose 
of the present exercise was not to recommend to the University community 
a specific allocation of space, and that if that had been the Committee's 
mandate, it would have been appropriate to examine the question which had 
just been raised; and that given that the present issue was what were the 
principles that should govern the allocation of space in the University, 
collecting data at this point on a massive scale with respect to student 
preference would be premature. 


With respect to an earlier concern which had been expressed vis-a-vis 
announcing the establishment of committees, etc., it was stated that it was 
difficult for members of the Steering Committee, who were not always 
aware of the existence or mandates of such committees, to know when to 
request that a given committee be brought to the attention of Senate; that in a 
certain sense, Senate was dependent on the goodwill of the Rector, and the 
Vice-Rectors, as well as their antennae, to know when they are working 
with something that was likely to be perceived as secretive; and that that 
responsibility could not be placed upon the Steering Committee of Senate 
whose individual members did not have access to the necessary 
information. 


It was suggested that although there was no legal obligation on the part of 
the Vice-Rectors to report to Senate on the various advisory committees 
which might be in existence, a lot of departmental hysteria, which in some 
cases has led to the adoption of motions, etc., might have been avoided if 
the matter initially had been brought up at Senate. 


Responding to a question concerning Possible advance knowledge of the 
existence of the Strategic Space Planning Committee, Dr. Kenniff reiterated 
that the purpose of the Committee was not to hear representations or to seek 
information from any particular group of University administrators, 


including departmental chairs, etc., vis-a-vis their own plans or desires with 
respect to space; that it would have been improper for the Committee to set 
itself up as a hearing board, which it was not; that if it had received 
representations from Faculty Deans, and not from anyone else, that would 
have reinforced what had been referred to as "faculty paranoia", and that to 
the best of his knowledge, the Faculty Deans had not been involved in any 
consultation process with respect to the Committee. 


Commenting on a reference with respect to a motion recently adopted by the 
English Department which he felt had incorrectly implied that he had 
confirmed something about a move of the English Department, Dean 
Bertrand advised that the reference was simply a falsehood; but that, in 
response to a question which had been raised at the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, he had confirmed the existence of the Committee which he 
had not thought of as being secret since he had known about it for some 
time. 


Dr. Giguere agreed that consideration of the possibility of a more formalized 
structure vis-a-vis Vice-Rectors reporting to Senate, etc. , should be looked 
into. At the same time, he advised that the existence of the Committee in 
question was never intended to be a secret, and that perhaps what could 
have, and should have, been done was to publish in the Thursday Report 
that a committee had been established to advise the Vice-Rector, Services, 
with respect to principles relating to space planning; and also that he 
probably should have announced the Committee's establishment at Senate. 


A concern was expressed that the students, faculty and departments were 
being placed in a reactive as opposed to a proactive position, which, it was 
argued, had resulted in a feeling of disempowerment over something that 
was going to affect the academic future of the University as well as student 
life and life within Faculties and departments at Concordia; and that rather 
than encouraging people to react to a proposed policy, it would be better to 
have people take an active part in formulating such policy. 


Again, it was explained that the document was not a directive for action, ie., 
it was not a policy to which the community was being asked to react, but 
rather, it was a discussion document. It was also stated that it would be very 
difficult for the University community to engage in a discussion of a 
focused nature with respect to the space policy of the University without 
any information on space criteria, how the allocation of space was being 
carried out at the present time, etc.; and that the purpose of the document 
was to take that information, to formulate certain proposals as to the 
principles that should guide the allocation of space, and to submit those 
principles for discussion. 


Responding to a final comment concerning the absence of an announcement 
at Senate, Dr. Kenniff advised that that concern had already been addressed; 
that the debate had undoubtedly drawn to the attention of members of the 
administration who were present that if there has been a lack of sensitivity to 
this kind of communication, it should be corrected; and that the Steering 
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Committee might well consider how Senate could look at the academic 
implications of the discussion document. 


Concerning other issues which were raised, Dr. Kenniff advised that from a 
legal perspective, the "Access to Information Act" would be applicable to 
every document dated 14 December 1990 or later, including letters Of 
reference solicited in connection with new faculty position offers, tenure 
and promotion cases, etc., notwithstanding the fact that letters soliciting 
such references might have been issued prior to 14 December 1990; that his 
own advice would be that referees who might not be aware that their 
submissions were subject to the Act should be notified accordingly; and that 
"final decision" as referred to in the Act in connection with confidentiality, 
meant the last stage in the process by which the decision becomes final, 
which, in a situation where the process included a 30-day appeal clause, 
would be after the 30 days had expired provided that no appeal had been 
lodged. He also advised that there was a law with respect to applicable 
dates, ie., the date on a letter versus the postmark, but that he was not quite 
sure as to the actual law; and that his inclination would be to trust the date of 
the letter. 


Responding to concerns expressed with respect to the absence of student 
representation on workshop panels in connection with The Future of 
Concordia Conference to be held on 22 March 1991, Dr. Sheinin, 
Vice-Rector, Academic, advised that she had already taken note of the 
matter; that it was not clear to. her from the listing whether or not the 
individuals noted were actually members of the committee involved in 
formulating the particular sessions; that further information would be 
forthcoming; and that she would bring to the attention of the organizers, the 
concerns that had been raised. 


Senate was advised that the Senate Research Committee was presently 
working on a strategic research planning document which, once it was in an 
appropriate and satisfactory form, would be vetted through the normal 
consultative channels, including Faculty Councils, etc. In connection with 
this, it was suggested that if strategic documents for the improvement of 
research in the University were being considered, we should be doing at 
least as much with respect to the strategic improvement of teaching, and that 
hopefully some action with respect to this would be taken by an appropriate 
sub-committee. 


Commenting on other matters, Dr. Sheinin advised that the ad hoe 
Committee on Degree Nomenclature has been an extremely active 
committee, and that its report was expected to be coming forward very 
shortly; that while she understood that student participation in University 
committees, seminars, etc., was required, necessary and beneficial, she felt 
a sense of frustration that in the various advisory committees that have been 
struck by the Office of the Vice-Rector, Academic, student participation has 
been extremely difficult to realize, and that those involved with the various 
student associations should ensure that members were aware of the 
importance and responsibility to participate in University committees; and 
that with respect to the issue of a balance between research and teaching, it 
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was her intent shortly to publish in the Thursday Report the main initiatives 
on teaching that have taken place. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


After announcing sabbatical leave replacement appointments and welcoming 
to Senate Prof. V. Kirpalani and Prof. A. Jalilvand from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, Dr. Kenniff advised that a replacement for 
Prof. Rahman on the Steering Committee was required; and that in 
accordance with the "1 year service on Senate" rule for membership on the 
Steering Committee, Prof. Kirpalani was the only faculty member from 
Commerce and Administration who was eligible to sit on the Steering 
Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, SECONDED BY 
PROF. WATERS, THAT THE ELECTION OF PROF. KIRPALANI TO 
THE STEERING COMMITTEE BE CONFIRMED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ST-MAURICE, SECONDED BY MR. 
LOWTHER, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEES OF 
SENATE, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-91-1-D4, BE 
APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Appointment to the Concordia Council on Student Life. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ST-MAURICE, SECONDED BY MR. 
LOWTHER, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. B. LITNER, 
APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCE, TO THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON 
STUDENT LIFE, (DOCUMENT US-91-1-D4), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposal concerning the Inter-University Research Centre 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
INTER-UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTRE AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-91-1-D5. 


In expressing enthusiastic support for, an d urging approval of, the 
proposal, Dr. Jack Lightstone, Associate Vice-Rector, Research and Chair, 
Senate Research Committee, stressed that the project involved one of the 
strongest research groups in Montréal as attested to by many indicators, 
including the Québec Government's "Actions Structurantes" grants received 


by the constituent research teams, and the participation of many of the 
individuals involved in the recently established "Federal Networks of 
Centres of Excellence" programme. With respect to budgetary implications, 
he advised that he has been assured by Dean Swamy, Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, that the start-up Costs necessary for 
Concordia to begin its part in the Inter-University Centre amounted to 10 
thousand dollars, as specified in the proposal, and that he was ready, 
willing and able to meet this 10 thousand dollar cost with funds from within 
his existing Faculty budget; and that any further requests for resources on 
Concordia's part of the Centre, would be subject to the normal budgetary 
processes of the University. 


Commenting on and endorsing the proposal, Dr. Giguere Vice-Rector, 
Services, advised that he was aware of the high ratings which the research 
group has received through a very rigorous peer evaluation system; and that 
the operating budgets of the respective universities, including that of 
Concordia, have benefited from the "Actions Structurantes" funding of the 
researchers involved. At the same time, he urged the leading forces of the 
research group to take advantage of existing contracts, including the 
Possibility of approaching the Centre de Recherche Informatique de 
Montréal (CRIM) for assistance with respect to infrastructure costs and 
making use of already existing inter-university research facilities, etc. , 
before attempting to tap into internal University resources. 


Dean Swamy advised that he had already had in mind what had just been 
suggested by the Vice-Rector, Services, with respect to possible external 
contacts, including CRIM; and that he considered 10 thousand dollars well 
worth spending, particularly considering the importance of the 
establishment of the proposed Centre. Also, in response to a concern 
expressed over the possible negative effects in terms of adding to the 
already overburdened computer facilities at Concordia, he explained that 
because of the facilities that had been obtained through research money, the 
undergraduate students were now in a position to use modern computational 
facilities that otherwise would not be available to them. Dr. Kenniff also 
explained that the University was always on the lookout for ways in which, 
either through the setting up of Centres such as the one that was being 
proposed which would attract research money to the University, or through 
special applications to interested companies, benefactors, etc., our computer 
capabilities would be improved, as well as finding ways of diversifying and 
increasing the capacities of the existing systems in the University. 


During continuing discussion, issues and concerns were raised and 
responded to with respect to costs, both initial and ongoing, and space 
requirements associated with the proposal. With respect to the latter, Dr. 
Lightstone emphasized that the researchers and laboratories were already in 
place, ie., the space was already being occupied by those who were 
associated with the proposed Centre; and that what was being proposed, in 
effect, was the formalization of the interrelationships among the researchers 
involved. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
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Policy and Procedures for New Academic Departments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY MR. SCHWALB, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE POLICY AND PROCEDURES FOR THE 
FORMATION OF NEW ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS AS PROPOSED 
IN DOCUMENT US91-1-D11. 


In response to a question, Dr. Sheinin explained that the flow-diagram 
shown in figure 1, page 5, document US-91-1-D11 was an attempt to 
formalize, on paper, both what happens and what shouldn't happen with 
respect to proposals for the formation of new departments; and that the 
document was hierarchical in a very real sense of the word, because it was 
almost always the case that a recommendation for a new department would 
come from faculty members. She also advised that the language of 
discussion, in all instances, should focus upon efforts to ensure academic 
excellence; that it was not a question as to whether a particular department 
might like or dislike a given proposal, but rather, it was a question of 
formulating an operational academic plan to put into place a new academic 
unit; that, hopefully, all of the participants at every level would approach 
their particular function in that manner; and that it was the responsibility of 
the bodies mentioned in the chart, including executive academic planning 
bodies if they existed, to formulate a document which was very clear in 
terms of its goals and academic missions, and in the final analysis, coming 
up with the strongest possible academic document. 


In response to other questions, Dr. Sheinin advised that the process was 
applicable, as well, to non-departmental academic units, ie., it could be 
envisioned that an academic unit, other than a department, or at a level other 
than the departmental level, might come up with a recommendation, but that 
the stringent requirements for academic excellence and contribution to the 
life of Concordia University would be applicable. 


By way of further explanation, Dr. Kenniff advised that a number of 
variations on the above-mentioned theme had been raised during 
discussions at SCAPP, including a proposal to make two departments out 
of an already existing department, or the creation of a new department 
which would bear no relationship to an existing department, and in which 
case, the process might begin at the appropriate Faculty level; and, 
hypothetically, the creation of a new Faculty where a compatible procedure 
might have to be applied. He further advised that given that the normal 
policy of the University was that human resources generally were 
concentrated in departments, and that interdisciplinary schools and colleges 
only in exceptional situations had resources affected to them on the 
academic level, the creation of such units would also follow a compatible 
procedure, but not necessarily the same one. 


It was suggested that a question concerning the possible conversion of the 
International Business Programme in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration into a department, more appropriately could be pursued in 
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consultation with the Vice-Rector, Academic, outside of the Senate meeting. 
At the same time, it was pointed out that the initiative for creating academic 
units, whether it involved the establishment of a department from existing 
interdepartmental programmes or the establishment of a new Faculty, etc., 
could begin at any point in the process outlined in the flow-chart on page 5, 
document US-91-1D11. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting was scheduled to be 
held at 2:00 pm, Monday, 8 April 1991, subject to confirmation by the 
Steering Committee. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


